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Golden Door Properties LLC 
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September 25, 2017 

 

O14-1 This comment provides introductory remarks. No further 
response is required.  
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O14-2 The comment provides information about Golden Door 
Properties LLC and expresses support for efforts to reduce 
GHG emissions. The County acknowledges this comment. No 
further response is required. 

O14-3 The comment is related to a separate project that is being 
processed within the County. The commenter asserts that this 
project is contrary to the County’s stated goal in the CAP. The 
County acknowledges this comment. However, the comment 
does not address the adequacy of the SEIR. Therefore, no 
further response is required or necessary. This comment will 
be included in the Final EIR and made available to decision 
makers prior to a final decision on the project.  
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O14-4 The comment suggests that the County should stop 
processing projects until the CAP is complete. The County 
acknowledges this comment. However, the commenter does 
not address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR or support the 
assertion that project processing should be halted. There is no 
basis presented to support the assertion that the County 
should not process or approve projects until a CAP is 
approved. Therefore, no further response is provided or 
necessary. This comment will be included in the Final EIR and 
made available to decision makers prior to a final decision on 
the project.  

O14-5 The comment suggests that the County should not continue to 
process a project, which is currently under review by the 
County. The commenter also suggests that that project may be 
attempting to tier off the CAP prior to its approval. The 
commenter expresses concern but does not provide any 
evidence that tiering is occurring. Furthermore, the referenced 
project is not tiering from the CAP. The Newland Sierra project 
released a Draft EIR that was circulated for public review from 
June 15, 2017 to August 14, 2017. As described therein, it 
does not tier from or otherwise use a draft document (the Draft 
CAP) to evaluate its GHG emissions. The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the SEIR and, therefore, no further 
response is required or necessary. 

O14-6 The comment asserts an opinion about a project under review 
by the County and the adequacy of that project’s mitigation. 
This comment is not related to the CAP or adequacy of the 
Draft SEIR and, therefore, no further response is required or 
necessary. This comment will be included in the Final EIR and 
made available to decision makers prior to a final decision on 
the project.  

O14-7 The comment sets forth the mitigation framework for projects 
that would not comply with the underlying land use 
assumptions of the CAP (i.e., GPAs). This portion of the 
comment does not raise issue with the analysis within the Draft 
SEIR. It also asserts an opinion about a project under review 
by the County. The County acknowledges this comment. This 
comment is not related to the CAP or adequacy of the Draft 
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SEIR and, therefore, no further response is required. This 
comment will be included in the Final EIR and made available 
to decision makers prior to a final decision on the project.  

O14-8 The comment states that the CAP does not contain a “true up” 
provision. The commenter is conflating the analysis of a 
development project to the project at hand. The CAP is a 
programmatic document intended to reduce GHG emissions 
from County operations and new and existing development 
and activities occurring within the jurisdiction. The CAP, 
however, is inherently designed to be adaptable. As newer 
technologies become available, the CAP is afforded the 
flexibility to take credit for those emissions reductions. The 
commenter also states that sprawl projects that cause 
significant GHG emissions from long automobile trips should 
not be allowed to bypass GHG reduction measures included in 
the CAP. The County disagrees with this assertion. The CAP 
is not adopted at this time, and therefore the County does not 
have the ability to require the project to comply with the CAP. 
Additionally, the project that the commenter refers to is not 
included in the baseline GHG emissions inventory or in future 
GHG emissions projections. As described on pages 2.7-37 
through 2.7-40 of the Draft SEIR, General Plan Amendments 
(GPAs) would be required to mitigate for all incremental GHG 
emissions that would result above what the 2011 GPU PEIR 
evaluated. Therefore, GPA projects would not threaten the 
achievement of GHG emissions reduction targets established 
by the CAP. This comment does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft SEIR, and, therefore, no further response is required 
or necessary. This comment will be included in the Final EIR 
and made available to decision makers prior to a final decision 
on the project.  
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O14-9 The comment asserts the CAP offset requirements and 
assurances in the CAP provide certainty of achieving GHG 
emissions reductions. In addition, the commenter asserts an 
opinion about a project under review by the County. The 
comment is about another project and is not related to the CAP 
or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and, therefore, no further 
response is required. This comment will be included in the 
Final EIR and made available to decision makers prior to a final 
decision on the project.  

O14-10 The comment provides background information about the 2011 
GPU. It also paraphrases 2011 GPU Mitigation Measure CC-
1.2 and Goal COS-20 that require measures to reduce local 
GHG emissions. The CAP does this through inclusion of the 
30 GHG reduction measures that would meet the 2020 and 
2030 targets as required in the 2011 GPU. Please also see 
Master Response 13 and Response to Comment O22-8. This 
comment is not related to the CAP or adequacy of the Draft 
SEIR and no further response is required.  

O14-11 The comment restates information provided in the CAP and 
asserts that the County has not provided substantial evidence 
to support the availability or funding of local direct investments 
in the County. The commenter suggests issues with allowing 
payment for carbon offset credits to occur outside of the 
County. The commenter confuses GHG Reduction Measure T-
4.1, which requires the County to fund/implement and register 
local direct investment projects in the unincorporated county, 
with the CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 within the Draft 
SEIR. See Master Response 3 for an explanation related to 
GHG Reduction Measure T-4.1 and local direct investments 
and the attachment to the Planning Commission Hearing 
Report called the Preliminary Assessment of the County of San 
Diego Local Direct Investment Program which provides a 
preliminary investigation into the costs and opportunities 
available with regard to the establishment of a local direct 
investment program. Please also see The Climate Action Plan 
Implementation Cost Report: A Preliminary Estimate of County 
of San Diego Costs for the Five-Year Forecast, summarized 
below and attached to the Planning Commission Hearing 
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Report, which describes a preliminary estimate of costs and 
benefits related to the implementation of the CAP as a whole. 
Information related to the costs to implement GHG Reduction 
Measure T-4.1 is included in the first report. 

Separately, the CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1, requires a 
project that increases density or intensity above what is 
allowed in the 2011 GPU to mitigate GHG emissions first 
through all feasible on-site design features and then through 
off-site mitigation, which may include the purchase of carbon 
offset credits. See Master Response 12 for an explanation of 
mitigation hierarchy and the use of carbon offsets for projects, 
which provides substantial evidence for the use of carbon 
offsets.  

The County initiated a Climate Action Plan Implementation 
Cost Report (Report), which indicates a total $236.4 million to 
implement the Final CAP in the first six years. Ninety percent 
of the costs ($212.1 million) are existing, funded activities and 
programs that the County is leveraging to achieve GHG 
reductions and that would be undertaken with or without a 
CAP. The new and expanded activities and programs, 
estimated at $24.3 million, are 10% of the total cost to 
implement the draft Final CAP in the first six years. Key 
findings from the analysis include:  

a. Total implementation costs are steady over the six-year 
period; 

b. Existing programs account for a significant portion of 
implementation costs; 

c. Incremental implementation costs are comparatively low; 

d. A limited number of incremental programs are unfunded; 
and 

e. Current staffing levels are sufficient to cover most of the 
implementation activities. 

The County’s consultant, the Energy Policy Initiatives Center 
(EPIC), developed the Report, which estimates the County 
costs over a six-year period from FY 2017-18 through FY 2022-
23, and identifies the potential budget impacts in the first years 
of CAP implementation. The costs will be reflected in the 
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County’s Operational Plan for FY 2018-19 and FY 2019-20. 
Through implementation and monitoring, including the five-
year CAP updates and annual progress reporting, the County 
will track implementation efforts and reassess costs to 
synchronize with the budget process. The County will also 
leverage financing sources by monitoring funding opportunities 
and mechanisms. 
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O14-12 The commenter suggests a list of requirements to consider to 
ensure a certain level of carbon offset credits are available 
within the County. The commenter refers to the CAP Mitigation 
Measure M-GHG-1, which sets forth standards for GHG 
mitigation, which include a geographic priority. Refer to Master 
Response 12 related to this topic. CAP Mitigation Measure M-
GHG-1 requires the following geographic priorities for GHG 
reduction features, and GHG reduction projects and programs 
to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning & Development 
Services: 1) project design features/on-site reduction 
measures; 2) off-site within the unincorporated areas of the 
County of San Diego; 3) off-site within the County of San 
Diego; 4) off-site within the State of California; 5) off-site within 
the United States; and 6) off-site internationally.  

The County requires use of California Air Resources Board 
(CARB)-approved registries, such as the Climate Action 
Reserve, Verified Carbon Standard, and American Carbon 
Registry (see SEIR Section 2.7.5.1). The County performed a 
search of these registries for location of the projects that are 
listed to sell carbon credits. At the time of this writing, there is 
one project out of approximately 650 projects listed on CARB-
approved registries located within San Diego County. The 
project is a reforestation project located in Cuyamaca State 
Park and the credits are not listed because the trees have not 
reached maturity. Therefore, there is very little opportunity 
currently to purchase carbon offset credits within San Diego 
County.  

It is also important to note that GHG emissions is a global, 
cumulative impact. This was recently acknowledged by the 
California Supreme Court (see Center for Biological Diversity 
et al., v. California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and The 
Newhall Land and Farming Company, 62 Cal. 4th 204 (2015)). 
Page 11 of the Supreme Court ruling states that “First, because 
of the global scale of climate change, any one project’s 
contribution is unlikely to be significant by itself…With respect 
to climate change, an individual project’s emissions will most 
likely not have any appreciable impact on the global problem 
by themselves, but they will contribute to the significant 
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cumulative impact caused by greenhouse gas emissions from 
other sources around the globe…Second, the global scope of 
climate change and the fact that carbon dioxide and other 
greenhouse gases, once released into the atmosphere, are not 
contained in the local area of their emission means that the 
impacts to be evaluated are also global rather than local.” 
Thus, emissions released from within the County do not remain 
local. It is erroneous to conclude offsite offsets do not 
contribute to the County meetings its share of GHG reductions 
or mitigate GHG impacts. The CAP and Draft SEIR are also 
program-level documents (see Master Response 10). The 
commenter’s recommendations are more appropriately 
applied at the project level at future discretionary review when 
feasibility of the geographic priority of GHG measures and 
mitigation is more appropriately determined. However, the 
CAP and Draft SEIR set up a mitigation framework for 
subsequent projects to adhere to. Please refer to Master 
Response 10 regarding use of a program level EIR and 
subsequent streamlining under CEQA.  

The commenter suggests a requirement for a bright-line 
percentage requirement for offsets to occur within San Diego 
County, or if this is deemed infeasible, a proportionate dollar 
amount or fee paid to facilitate GHG emissions reductions in 
the County. At the program level, there are many variations of 
ways that projects can achieve GHG emissions reductions and 
potentially use carbon credit offsets, and many factors that 
projects consider in implementing GHG mitigation. Without 
project-level information, it would be too speculative to 
determine at this time how potential factors including 
regulations or changes in technology could impact the 
availability of mitigation. This is due to a wide range of offset 
protocols and projects that could be deployed, their reduction 
potential which is unknown at the CAP program-level analysis, 
and limited availability of offset projects locally at this time. It 
would not be appropriate to establish bright-line percentage 
requirement for offsets that would be county-wide. To set a 
bright-line percentage, would potentially limit the amount of 
GHG emissions reductions that a project would achieve and 
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may require the County to inappropriately weigh the GHG 
reductions against other benefits of a project. See Master 
Response 12 related to the mitigation hierarchy and use of 
carbon offset credits.  

This requirement is more appropriately analyzed at the project 
level, when the specific factors of a project are known. For 
example, the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
assigned a similar bright-line threshold for the purchase of 
carbon offsets and carbon offset programs for the Newhall 
Ranch Project in Santa Clarita (see 
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/regions/5/newhall). CAP Mitigation 
Measure M-GHG-1 establishes a similar geographic priority to 
capture co-benefits of mitigation to reduce impacts from global 
climate change. Further, there have been seven Assembly Bill 
900 (AB 900) projects certified by the Governor of California as 
economic development and environmental leadership 
projects. All but one of these projects is required to purchase 
carbon offsets without a list of geographic priority. The Natural 
Resources Agency in their Final Statement of Reasons for 
Regulatory Action amending the CEQA Guidelines to address 
GHG emissions pursuant to Senate Bill 97 expressly rejected 
invitations to establish any sort of mitigation hierarchy for GHG 
emissions in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(c):  

“OPR and the Resources Agency recognize that there 
may be circumstances in which requiring on-site 
mitigation may result in various co-benefits for the project 
and local community, and that monitoring the 
implementation of such measures may be easier. 
However, CEQA leaves the determination of the precise 
method of mitigation to the discretion of lead agencies.” 

The County believes this determination is best evaluated at the 
project level and CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 provides 
the framework for subsequent projects to implement.  

Other suggestions made by the commenter include 
establishing a bonus structure where greater use of offsets 
could occur for infill areas or areas near transit; requirements 
for detailed findings describing the infeasibility of on-site 
offsets; requirements that individual projects specifically 

https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/regions/5/newhall
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identify the offsets within the County that the project would use 
within the County prior to approval; and requirements that each 
project must meet a defined, impartial criteria, such a LEED 
Platinum. As stated above, these requirements are more 
appropriately analyzed at the project level when the County 
can evaluate the feasibility of each project, when the specific 
factors of a project are known.  

O14-13 The comment asserts that the CAP should provide more 
details about the effectiveness of the carbon offset credits and 
where they are available. The commenter suggests that it is 
unclear if the monitoring required in the CAP extends to the 
purchase of carbon offset credits and suggest that it’s unclear 
if the County has a mechanism to enforce offsets in other 
jurisdictions making CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 
unenforceable. Please refer to Master Response 12 for 
mitigation hierarchy and use of carbon offsets. Purchase of 
carbon offset credits is only allowed under CAP Mitigation 
Measure M-GHG-1 of the Final SEIR after the established 
mitigation hierarchy has been applied and is required for GPAs 
to reduce their emissions to ensure that they do not conflict 
with the CAP projections. As stated in CAP Mitigation Measure 
M-GHG-1, carbon offset credits must be purchased through 
specified registries as follows: (i) a CARB-approved registry, 
such as the Climate Action Reserve, the American Carbon 
Registry, and the Verified Carbon Standard, (ii) any registry 
approved by CARB to act as a registry under the state’s cap-
and-trade program, (iii) through the CAPCOA GHG Rx and the 
SDAPCD, or (iv) if no registry is in existence as identified in 
options (i), (ii), or (iii), above, then any other reputable registry 
or entity that issues carbon offsets consistent with Cal. Health 
& Saf. Code section 38562(d)(1)), to the satisfaction of the 
Director of PDS. Cal. Health & Saf. Code section 38562(d)(1) 
specifies that carbon offsets shall achieve real, permanent, 
quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable reductions. GPAs 
would be required to provide a comprehensive mitigation 
program and provide evidence of the GHG emissions that 
would be reduced through the implementation of project-
specific mitigation measures. If carbon offset credits were 
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purchased to offset any remaining incremental emissions, the 
offsets would need to be vetted and substantiated to ensure 
that the offsets are representative of retired credits offsite. 
Monitoring of these offsets would occur under the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program for the GPAs’ CEQA 
documents.  

The commenter expresses the concern that CAP Mitigation 
Measure M-GHG-1 as provided in the Final SEIR is 
unenforceable. The County does not agree. The CARB-
approved registries (e.g., Climate Action Reserve) undertake 
the mitigation to ensure that emissions are offset from projects 
listed on their registries. An activity can only generate carbon 
offset credits if the project developer demonstrates the 
environmental integrity of the activity by meeting specific 
standards. Carbon offset registries have developed a broad 
consensus around the standards that are necessary to ensure 
that offsets are real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, 
enforceable, and additional.  

These are further defined as follows: 

Real: offsets may only be issued for emissions reductions that 
are a result of complete emissions accounting. 

Permanent: the emissions reductions must be permanent and 
not be reversed. For example, in the context of forestry, offset 
project developers must demonstrate that the carbon 
sequestered in trees will not be released to the atmosphere 
after the fact; i.e., that the trees will not be cut down (see SEIR, 
Appendix B, Part 3, starting on pages 1 and pages 133; also 
see SEIR Page 2.7-25). 

Quantifiable: the emissions reductions from an activity must be 
quantified, and offsets may only be issued in an amount that 
corresponds to emissions that have been quantified. This is 
accomplished by adhering to standardized quantification 
methodologies called “protocols,” which are discussed in SEIR 
Chapter 2.7 and detailed in Appendix B of the SEIR. 

Validated: to receive offset credits, emission reductions must 
be documented and transparent enough to be capable of 
objective review by a neutral, third party verifier. 
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Enforceable: to be eligible to generate offsets from reputable 
programs, the implementation of the activity must represent 
the legally binding commitment of the offset project developer. 
Once the developer undertakes the activity, the developer is 
under a legal obligation to carry it out. 

Additional: the GHG emissions reductions generated by an 
activity must be additional, meaning that they are only eligible 
to generate offsets if they would not have occurred without the 
offset activity. This is accomplished by adhering to the 
applicable protocol, as detailed in SEIR Appendix B. 

Carbon offset protocols (see Appendix B) have been upheld by 
the courts. In Our Children’s Earth Foundation v. CARB (2015) 
234 Cal.App.4th 870, 880, the First Appellate District 
recognized the validity of carbon offsets: 

[P]rotocols developed by the Climate Action Reserve 
(Reserve) employ a standards-based approach for 
ensuring additionality. The Reserve is a national 
nonprofit organization that (1) develops standards for 
evaluating, verifying and monitoring GHG emission 
inventories and reduction projects in North America; (2) 
issues offset credits for those projects; and (3) tracks 
offset credits over time “in a transparent, publicly-
accessible system.” A primary goal of the Reserve is to 
establish conservative GHG accounting which will ensure 
that GHG emission reductions are “real, permanent, 
additional, verifiable, and enforceable by contract.” In 
formulating its standards-based protocols, the Reserve 
identifies types of emission reduction projects that are 
both subject to quantification and appropriate for 
assessment pursuant to performance-based additionality 
tests. 

In 2011, CARB formally adopted its own protocols (for 
example, see Appendix B of the SEIR, Part 5 pages 101-160 
compared to Part 4, pages 220-310). CARB’s protocols were 
challenged as violating AB 32 because they purportedly failed 
to accurately ensure additionality as required by the act, but 
the court sided with CARB, finding that CARB’s protocols 
based on Climate Action Reserve’s protocols are a “workable 
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method of ensuring additionality with respect to offset credits.” 
(Our Children’s Earth Foundation at p. 889) CARB has since 
expanded its program to accept carbon offsets issued under 
American Carbon Registry and Verified Carbon Standard 
methodologies (See, e.g., Cal. Code Regs., Tit. 17, Section 
95990(c)(5)).  

The appropriateness of using offsets as CEQA mitigation for 
GHG emissions is established in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(c)(3), which provides that “off-site measures, 
including offsets that are not otherwise required,” can be used 
to mitigate a project’s GHG emissions. In promulgating the 
CEQA Guidelines for GHG mitigation, the California Natural 
Resources Agency and the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research (OPR) addressed the legitimacy of offsets as 
follows: 

The Initial Statement of Reasons...cites several sources 
discussing examples of offsets being used in a CEQA 
context. Further, the CARB Scoping Plan describes 
offsets as way to provide regulated entities a source of 
low-cost emission reductions, and … encourage the 
spread of clean, efficient technology within and outside 
California. The Natural Resources Agency finds that the 
offset concept is consistent with the existing CEQA 
Guidelines’ definition of “mitigation,” which includes 
“[r]ectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or 
restoring the impacted environment” and 
“[c]ompensating for the impact by replacing or providing 
substitute resources or environments.” 

Moreover, under AB 900, the Jobs and Economic 
Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act, certain 
CEQA streamlining benefits were provided to “environmental 
leadership” projects. One of the key conditions was that such 
projects offset all emissions to be GHG neutral. (Pub. 
Resources Code Section 21183(c)) To date, seven AB 900 
projects have been certified by the Governor of California and 
all but one of them use carbon offsets to achieve nonet new 
GHG emissions. The County of San Diego Board of 
Supervisors approved the Soitec Solar Energy Project (an AB 
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900 project) in 2015 with conditions to purchase carbon offset 
credits and the Park Circle, Sweetwater Place, and 
Sweetwater Vistas projects in 2017 with conditions of approval 
to purchase carbon offsets. 

For all the reasons stated above and throughout the Final 
SEIR, the County believes that the allowance of offsets in CAP 
Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 is enforceable and monitoring 
would occur under the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program for the GPAs’ CEQA documents. 

O14-14 The comment asserts that the CAP should ensure that the 
County can meet its 2050 GHG emissions reduction goal. The 
comment erroneously characterizes the 2050 reduction goal 
as a “target.” The CAP makes a distinction between the 2020 
and 2030 reduction targets and the 2050 reduction goal (see 
Pages 2-10 and 3-2 of the CAP). As stated on Page 2-10 of 
the CAP, the plan primarily focuses on reducing emissions by 
2020 and 2030, consistent with legislatively-adopted State 
targets. The County acknowledges that while it is important to 
create a long-term emissions reduction goal, it would be 
speculative to demonstrate achievement of a goal for 2050 
with the information known today due to uncertainty around 
future technological advances and future changes in federal 
and State law beyond 2030. California’s GHG reduction targets 
have been legislatively adopted for 2020 and 2030, while the 
2050 goal is expressed in an Executive Order. In addition, The 
2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update (Scoping Plan 
Update) is focused on meeting the 2030 reduction target, as 
directed in SB 32 and AB 32. Therefore, the County’s CAP 
aligns with the State in setting a 2030 target. As climate change 
science and policy continues to evolve, the County will be able 
to apply new reductions toward meeting the long-term 2050 
GHG emissions reduction goal in future CAP updates. The 
CAP demonstrates a good faith effort at striving to meet the 
2050 goal, and discloses why it cannot be met at this time, 
recognizing this as a significant unmitigated impact. The 
comment confuses the local direct investment measure (GHG 
Reduction Measure T-4.1) with the requirement as stated in 
CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 that projects purchase 
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carbon offset credits for the life of the project, which is 30 years 
(see Page 2.7-37 of the Final SEIR). Please refer to response 
to comment O11-3. The commenter quotes the introduction to 
Appendix B out of context. Appendix B provides support for the 
County’s local direct investment projects through CARB-
approved protocols. While these same protocols may be relied 
upon for purchasing carbon offset credits as required under 
CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1, the introduction to 
Appendix B applies only to how the County will ensure tracking 
and enforceability of GHG Reduction Measure T-4.1. Further, 
the commenter assumes that a GPA approved in 2018 would 
only be required to mitigate to 2048 (30-year project life). 
However, this does not apply to GHG Reduction Measure T-
4.1, which would require the County to fund/implement local 
direct investments to reduce emissions in the unincorporated 
county by 2030. Please also see Master Response 3 related 
to direct investments.  

 



Response to Comments 

County of San Diego Supplement to the 2011 GPU PEIR Page 17 

January 2018 

 

O14-15 The comment asserts that the County is not appropriately 
calculating the total emissions impacts of GPA projects and 
that carbon offset credits used to mitigate GPA impacts must 
be ensured to last for the lifetime of the project. The commenter 
confuses the local direct investment program required by GHG 
Reduction Measure T-4.1 with the requirement for GPAs to 
offset global emissions from cumulative impacts by using 
carbon offset credits. For information related to Measure T-4.1, 
please see Response to Comment O14-10, above and Master 
Response to Comment 3. Refer to Master Response 12 for 
mitigation hierarchy and use of carbon offset credits and 
comments O14-11 through 14. The commenter requests that 
the County consider whether and how to ensure mitigation for 
GPAs is continued beyond the 30-year project life. Please see 
Response to Comment O14-13 and O14-14. On the adequacy 
of the 30-year project life, see Response to Comment O12-20. 
The comment assumes that the 30-year project life for carbon 
offset credits for GPAs would not align with the plan horizon of 
2050. This assumption is predicated on the premise that all in-
process and future GPAs would begin purchase of offsets in 
2018, concurrent with potential CAP adoption. CAP Mitigation 
Measure M-GHG-1 requires that evidence of offset purchase 
of retirement be provided prior to issuance of the project’s first 
grading permit for construction GHG emissions, and prior to 
issuance of the first building permit for operational GHG 
emissions. It is highly unlikely that all projects approved by the 
Board of Supervisors between 2018 and 2020 would also 
apply for grading permits and building permits in the same 
year(s). In reality, there is typically a lag between project 
approval and issuance of permits depending upon market 
conditions and phasing of development. CAP Mitigation 
Measure M-GHG-1 also applies to future GPAs. By the same 
token, a future GPA that may be approved in 2025 would be 
required to offset its emissions beyond the 2050 horizon. 
Therefore, the County disagrees that purchase of carbon offset 
credits would be misaligned with the CAP planning period. See 
Response to Comment O14-16 on the CAP planning period. 
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O14-16 This comment suggests that the County should make a 
commitment to funding the Local Direct Investment Program 
as required under GHG Reduction Measure T-4.1 through the 
planning period. Please refer to Master Response 3 for the 
Local Direct Investment Program and comment O14-13. As 
indicated in GHG Reduction Measure T-4.1, the County would 
implement the direct investment measure by establishing a 
local direct investment program by 2020. After the program is 
established in 2020, the County would implement the local 
direct investment measures by 2030. Therefore, the County 
would reduce GHG emissions from these direct investments 
through the planning period used in the CAP, starting in 2020 
through to 2030. Please refer to Master Response 3 for more 
information related to GHG Reduction Measure T-4.1. On the 
adequacy of the 30-year life, see Response to Comment O12-
20. 
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O14-17 This comment restates information provided in the CAP. No 
further response is required.  

O14-18 The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR has not provided 
enough information to conclude that GPA projects will not 
interfere with the County’s reduction targets or 2050 goal with 
implementation of CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 and 
suggests a project-by-project analysis be provided. The 
comment does not provide evidence that supports the 
assertion, therefore, no further response is required or 
necessary. Under CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1, The 
County shall require in-process and future GPAs to reduce 
their emissions to ensure that CAP emission forecasts are not 
substantially altered such that attainment of GHG reduction 
targets could not be achieved. These projects would need to 
either achieve no net increase in GHG emissions from 
additional density above the 2011 GPU or reduce all project 
GHG emissions to zero to achieve no net increase over 
baseline conditions (i.e., carbon neutrality). The GPA would 
ensure that CAP emission forecasts, and therefore 
achievement of reduction targets, are not substantially altered 
under either scenario. It appears the comment suggests that 
the CAP should evaluate on a project-specific basis the 
impacts of GPAs. The CAP is a county-wide, programmatic 
assessment of the actions and strategies the County would 
implement to reduce GHG emissions to meet reduction 
targets. A project-by-project evaluation of emissions for 
existing and proposed GPAs is not appropriate within the CAP. 
Moreover, the mitigation measure would apply to any future 
GPAs, the details of which cannot be known at this time. The 
mitigation measure is clear that GPAs achieve no net increase 
in GHG emissions over the 2011 GPU or no net increase over 
the baseline. The commenter asserts there is not enough 
information “to ascertain the veracity” of the County’ statement 
that GPAs would be consistent with the CAP. This ignores the 
requirements of the mitigation measure. The CAP was 
prepared based on a county-wide emissions inventory of 
existing and projected future levels of GHG emissions based 
in existing and approved land uses within the 2011 GPU.  
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O14-19 The comment asserts that to effectively decrease on-road 
transportation emissions, the County should only allow infill 
projects or projects close to existing transit and should focus 
on exploring other strategies to reduce reliance on single-
occupancy-vehicles. To the first point, the County has 
established a land use plan for future development which was 
adopted with the 2011 GPU. Therefore, the County has 
already determined where growth will occur. To the second 
point, the County has evaluated and brought forward feasible 
strategies that address single-occupant vehicles. Please refer 
to Master Response 6 on transportation GHG reduction 
measures and VMT. The comment does not suggest other 
strategies for consideration; therefore, no further response can 
be provided or is necessary.  

O14-20 The comment restates information provided in the CAP. No 
further response is required.  
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O14-21 The comment suggests that the County should ensure that 
strategies to preserve open space should be implemented by 
current and future projects. The comment also describes a 
project under review by the County and suggests this project 
risks thwarting the CAP’s comprehensive approach. The 
County acknowledges this comment. The comment addresses 
another project and does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft 
SEIR and, therefore, no response is required or necessary. 
This comment will be included in the Final EIR and made 
available to decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
project.  

O14-22 The comment suggests that the CAP should include a 
requirement that land use decisions support smart growth 
development near existing infrastructure and transit, and 
places housing near jobs. The County acknowledges this 
comment. Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding SB 
375 and consistency with regional plans. The comment does 
not relate to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR and, therefore, no 
response is required or necessary. This comment will be 
included in the Final EIR and made available to decision 
makers prior to a final decision on the project.  

O14-23 The comment requests additional details about how GHG 
Reduction Measure T-1.1 will be implemented but raises no 
issues regarding the sufficiency of the EIR analysis. Please 
refer to response to comment O1-14. Emissions reductions 
from GHG Reduction Measure T-1.1 would be realized by the 
removal of development potential associated with 
undeveloped land once it is acquired or otherwise encumbered 
(such as through recordation of an open space easement) and 
put into the Preserve for the South County or future 
conservation areas. The 2030 anticipated GHG reductions 
associated with Measure T-1.1 are based on the historical 
annual average County land acquisitions in these three plan 
areas since 2011, and the related average number of dwelling 
units offset by the reduction in development potential (see 
Page 3 of Attachment to Appendix C to Climate Action Plan). 
Specifically, the GHG reductions will be realized from 
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reductions in transportation, energy use, waste, and water 
consumption achieved through preclusion of development. 

GHG Reduction Measure T-1.1 does not “allow General Plan 
Amendments”; it recognizes the emission reduction benefits of 
a complementary resource conservation program, the Multiple 
Species Conservation Program. GHG Reduction Measure T-
1.1 does not account for North County Plan implementation as 
an emissions reduction measure, but rather, the actions taken 
thereunder: acquisition or recordation of an easement on areas 
that contain native species of wildlife or natural communities 
identified for preservation that precludes development that 
otherwise would occur under buildout of the General Plan.  

Open space achieved as a result of mitigation for development 
projects does not contribute to the emissions reductions 
anticipated under GHG Reduction Measure T-1.1. Projects 
that mitigate impacts to biological resources by recording an 
easement on areas that contain native species of wildlife or 
natural communities within their project boundaries would 
account that acreage to the MSCP Preserve goal, but it would 
not account as emissions reductions to achieve the CAP 
targets because development in that scenario has been 
realized. For emission reductions associated with property 
acquisitions or easements in support of the MSCP Preserve 
goal to be accounted for under the CAP, a net reduction in 
development potential associated with that acquisition or 
easement would be necessary.  

The comment is correct that the North County Plan has not 
been adopted. It is also correct in noting, once adopted by the 
County, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will need to issue permits to the 
County before the Plan is in effect.  

Emissions reductions associated with GHG Reduction 
Measure T-1.1 will be realized when property is acquired or an 
easement is recorded against real property and demonstrates 
a net reduction in development potential. To qualify for the 
MSCP Preserve, such property must be located within the Pre-
Approved Mitigation Area (PAMA). To achieve the CAP 
targets, such property is not required to be located within the 



Response to Comments 

County of San Diego Supplement to the 2011 GPU PEIR Page 23 

January 2018 

PAMA. Acquisition of open space is not dependent upon 
adoption of the North County MSCP. The County’s acquisition 
of land or easements to achieve a net loss in development 
potential to support GHG Reduction Measure T-1.1 can occur 
independently of MSCP Preserve assembly. The CAP is 
designed to be flexible so that as progress is monitored, 
regulations change, technology advances, and in this case if 
the North County MSCP is not adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors or the County meets its preserve assembly goals 
for the adopted South County Plan, adjustments can be made 
to the measures to achieve the 2020 and 2030 reduction 
targets. The County would prepare an annual monitoring report 
to assess the CAP measures’ annual performance in achieving 
the stated targets, in addition to two-year updates of the GHG 
emissions baseline inventory. Based on findings from the 
annual monitoring reports and inventory updates, the County 
will prepare a CAP update every five years to adjust measures 
as-needed to achieve the targets. 

 



Response to Comments 

County of San Diego Supplement to the 2011 GPU PEIR Page 24 

January 2018 

 

 

 


